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ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Dr. D. Boisvert; Prof. M. Brian; Dr. R. Bonin. 


Call to Order 


96-7-1 


9.6-7-2 


In calling the meeting to order at 1:05 p.m., Dr. O'Brien explained that in order to 
ensure that Senate had sufficient time to deal with the important items on the 
Agenda, particularly those concerning planning and budgets, the Steering 
Committee had decided that the meeting should begin at 1:00 p.m. rather that the 
more normal time of 2:00 p.m. In addition, he advised that given that those major 
items would return at subsequent Senate meetings, the extent to which it would be 
useful to push discussion today would be a matter for Senate's judgement to 
decide; that consequently, a maximum 1-hour time limit had been attached to 
Agenda Item XII; and that while it may well be possible to end around 4:00 p.m., 
should it turn out to be a normal-length meeting, there was the potential to extend 
the meeting if it should appear useful to do so in order to deal with these matters. 


Approval of Agenda 


With respect to this item, the following changes and requests were made: Prof. 
Singer requested that Agenda Items XII a) and b) be reversed. Dr. Lowy requested 
that two motions that had been presented by former graduate student Senate 
representative Mr. Michel Klamph, and tabled at the 31 May 1996 Senate 
meeting, be added at the end of the Agenda for Senate consideration; and that 
speaking privileges be granted to Mr. Larry English, the Chief Financial Officer, 
pending approval of his membership on Senate by the Board of Governors. Prof. 
Shulman requested that a "Notice of Motion" be added to the Agenda under Other 
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96-7-4 


96-7-5 


Business; Mr. Gagnon advised that he wished to present a resolution from the 
"student caucus" under reports from Student Associations, Item VIII - Items for 
Information; and he requested that speaking privileges be granted to Mr. Carl 
Kouri, CSU Vice-President, External Affairs. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SINGER, SECONDED BY DR. LOWY, THAT 
THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED AND AMENDED IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH THE ABOVE-MENTIONED CHANGES, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


The above requests for speaking privileges were also noted and agreed to. 


Approval of Minutes 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of 13 September 1996 
were not completed in time for circulation at today's meeting, and would be put 
over for approval at the next Senate meeting. 


Business Arising from the Minutes 


There was no business arising from the Minutes other than items listed on the 
Agenda. 


Election to the Steering Committee 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this item resulted from the fact that the faculty 
representatives on Senate from Fine Arts were ratified by the Council subsequent 
to the last Senate meeting. He also advised that none of the newly-appointed 
faculty representatives satisfied the Steering Committee eligibility requirement of 
previous membership on Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN TADDEO, 
THAT THE ELIGIBILITY RULE OF PREVIOUS MEMBERSHIP ON 
SENATE BE WAIVED WITH RESPECT TO THE ELECTION OF A 
FACULTY REPRESENTATIVE TO THE STEERING COMMITTEE FROM 
THE FACULTY OF FINE ARTS FOR 1996/97. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
Dr. O'Brien also noted, and it was agreed, that Ms. Lynne Prendergast, University 


Registrar, and Mr. John Woodrow, Director, Computing Services, would act as 
scrutineers; for the election. 
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In response to a question concerning the eligibility of one of the candidates, Senate 
was advised that the individual had been duly elected as a faculty member on 
Senate and was therefore eligible for election to the Steering Committee. 


The meeting proceeded to the next Agenda item while the ballots were being 
counted. 


Remarks from the Rector 


In his remarks, Dr. Lowy announced and commented with respect to the 
establishment of a Space Planning Committee under the Chairship of Dr. Bertrand, 
Vice-Rector, Services; the unveiling of a monument in honour of the four 
Concordia professors who were killed in 1992, which would take place at 10:30 
a.m., Friday, 11 October 1996, in the Hall Building, and to which all- members of 
the Concordia University community were invited; and the presentation of an 
Opera - "The Emperor of Atlantis" with which the University was involved along 
with the Austrian Embassy and B'nai Brith Canada, to be held at 2:30 p.m., 
October 25, and at 8:00 p.m., October 26, 1996, in the Concert Hall, Loyola 
Campus. 


Steering Committee Elections, (cont’d) 


Dr. O'Brien announced that as a result of the ballot, PROF. LEOPOLD PLOTEK, 
FACULTY OF FINE ARTS, was elected to the Steering Committee for 1996/97. 


Question Period 


Challenging the accuracy of a statement in the preamble to an article concerning 
the agreement between Dr. Swamy and the University, namely, that Prof. Swamy 
"... was persuaded to take his retirement after the major public granting agencies 
froze his research accounts, and an audit commissioned by the University raised 
questions...", Prof. Poorooshasb argued that the statement was totally incorrect in 
that Dr. Swamy's accounts had not been frozen at the time that he had been 
persuaded to retire, but rather following the commission; that the preamble 
appeared to suggest that the auditors and NSERC had found Dr. Swamy guilty 
and' as a result he had been persuaded to retire, which was not the case; and he 
asked Dr. Lowy if, in the interest of -fairness, he would be prepared to make a 
statement in Concordia's Thursday Report retracting the error and setting the 
record straight. In response, Dr. Lowy advised that he was not aware of the 
sequence of the events that had been described; that he had not composed the 
paragraph in question; that there was no intention to mislead or to cast a particular 
aspersion on the events; and that if the statement could be verified as being 
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historically inaccurate, it would be corrected. On behalf of his colleagues, Prof. 
Poorooshasb expressed appreciation to Dr. Lowy. 


Responding to questions concerning the nature of discussions with other 
universities, particularly McGill, concerning coordination of operations, etc., Dr. 
Lowy advised that discussions have been held during the past year with colleagues 
at all levels at McGill and the other Montreal universities to explore ways in 
which the institutions might operate jointly or in some fashion lower costs while 
maintaining, overall, the choice of programmes; that while some of the discussions 
were of a delicate nature, it might be possible for him to submit to Senate at its 
next meeting a more detailed summary; and that while a meeting between the 
Executive Committees of the Boards of Governors of Concordia and McGill 
would be held next month to discuss in general terms the Quebec budget cuts, and 
how best they might jointly approach the government, and to review the progress 
in the bilateral discussions that he had just mentioned, they were no where near 
any major decisions on anything. He also advised that nothing had been proposed 
internally by any university with respect to an imposed merger, and which he 
believed was not at all a likelihood; that he did not sense, either formally or 
informally, any move towards forceable mergers, as had been the case with respect 
to hospitals; and that there was no enthusiasm, insofar as he could see, on the part 
of any of the universities to abandon their own particular mission and autonomy. 


A question was also raised and responded to concerning the hiring of outside 
people to work on the Capital Campaign rather than using surplus staff who were 
earning a salary while staying at home. 


Items for information 


Mr. Gagnon, President of the CSU, distributed and explained the rationale for a 
CSU sponsored resolution opposing a possible increase in tuition fees and cuts to 
the student loans and bursaries programme. It was suggested and agreed that, since 
the item was not on today's Agenda, it would be referred to the Steering 
Committee for consideration with respect to inclusion on the agenda for the next 
Senate meeting. 


Appointments to Senate Committees 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN JACKSON, SECONDED BY DEAN 
VALASKAKIS, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO SENATE COMMITTEES 
AS OUTLINED IN DOCUMENT US-96-7-D3 BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Dr. Lightstone advised that in accordance with current legislation vis-a-vis the 
delegation of the Chairship of the Academic Programmes Committee, he had asked 
Dr. Sean McEvenue to Chair APC for 1996/97; and that he had agreed to do so, 
and for which he was most grateful. He also requested, and it was agreed, that 


standing speaking privileges at, Senate be granted to Dr. McEvenue as Chair of 
APC. 


In presenting and explaining the report of the Academic Programmes Committee 
on the proposed curriculum changes, as outlined in Document US-96-7-D6, and 
the recommendations contained therein, Dr. McEvenue particularly drew 
members’ attention to the recurring problem noted in the last paragraph, page 1, 
arising from the University's structure, which, he advised, did not presently 
provide for an appropriate academic authority empowered to deal with innovative 
curriculum proposals containing across-Faculty contents and implications, 
including authority vis-a-vis prioritizing and budgeting. He urged that serious 
attention be given to this situation. 


Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. BYERS, 
THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE 
FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-96-7-D4 BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-96-7-D6. 


Dean Valaskakis requested, and it was agreed, that speaking privileges be granted 
to Dr. J. Woodsworth, Vice-Dean, faculty of Arts and Science, Dr. G. Fiddler, 
Liberal Arts College, and Dr. P. Bright, Theological Studies. 


During discussion, a concern was raised and responded to with respect to the 
rotation of courses in Theological Studies, and specifically as to whether the 
nature of the rotation would be noted in the Calendar in order that students would 
be able to plan their 3-year academic programmes. It was suggested that a general 
statement be included in the Calendar, that consideration be given to noting the 
rotation in the "course guide booklet", and that the Department undertake to 
ensure through whatever means that students were made aware of the course 
rotations. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED 
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Commerce and Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ANVARI, SECONDED BY PROF. JALILVAND, 
THAT THE UNDERGRADUATE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN THE 
FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-7-D5 BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-967-D6. 


Dean Anvari requested, and it was agreed; that speaking privileges be granted to 
Dr. D. Morin, Associate Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


1996/97 Operating Budget 


In presenting and explaining the 1996/97 Operating Budget, Mr. English, Chief 
Financial Officer, highlighted the changes that had been made since the Preliminary 
Provisional Operating Budget document had been presented to Senate in May, 
1996, which were listed on the last page, Document BC-96-5-D15, including the 
284 thousand dollar revenue estimate listed under "Operating Grant", the 
"Additional Cut" in the amount of 973 thousand dollars, and the 3.2 million dollar 
cost with respect to FALRIP, which, he advised, had been reversed in accordance 
with accounting standards whereby the full amount of both the ERIP and FALRIP 
were recognized in the 1995/96 budget, i.e., the year in which the decision had 
been made to implement the programmes. 


During preliminary discussion, issues which were raised included concerns 
expressed with respect to the budget document format, which, it was argued, was 
the type of document designed for presentation to people with financial expertise 
rather than being formatted in a manner that would bring out the academic 
implications of the budget and which could be productively debated at Senate, and 
the hope was expressed that we were not retrogressing towards attempting to 
pass budgets through Senate by making them incomprehensible to Senate 
members; not having the document in advance of, rather than receiving it at, the 
meeting, thereby making it impossible for any kind of meaningful debate to occur 
at Senate; the absence of a report from the Ad Hoc Senate Finance Committee 
which was not able to produce one in advance of the meeting because of the 
time-factor; the absence of any isolation of the academic sector, particularly with 
respect to the effects on the Faculties, including the distribution of budget cuts 
between the Faculties; and the difficulty in interpreting the figures indicated in the 
changes outlined on the last page of Document BC-96-5-D15. 


Other, issues raised and responded to included questions concerning the action 
taken with respect to the costs of ERIP and FALRIP, which, Senate was advised, 
resulted in last year's projected surplus actually becoming a 2 million dollar deficit; 
interpretation of the bracketed figures on the last page of Document 

BC-96-5-D15, particularly those related to "Net Salary Increases 96-97"; and the 
action expected from Senate at today's meeting vis-a-vis the 1996-97 Operating 
Budget. 


With respect to concerns that had been expressed vis-a-vis the document format, 
Mr. English advised that he was committed to working towards having members 
of Senate inform him as to what they would like to see in terms of the next budget 
document presentation to Senate. It was also suggested that for the future there 
should be closer liaison between the AHSFC and the CFO. In addition, Senate was 
informed that the University as yet did not know for sure what its revenue was 
going to be this year, and in consequence a number of assumptions had been made 
which in the end may turn out to be inaccurate. 


Reporting on behalf of the Ad Hoc Senate Finance Committee, Prof. Chaikelson, 
Chair of the Committee, advised that the CFO had provided a copy of the final 
budget document for members of the AHSFC who received it two days ago, but 
had not provided feedback. She also argued that it should not be acceptable to 
Senate to simply comment on the budget and have such comments referred to the 
Board of Governors; that the preliminary budget that had been considered by 
Senate last Spring did not contain a detailed breakground by Faculty, and which 
Senate had been told would be included in the final budget to be presented to 
Senate this Fall to be voted on; that the Faculty breakdown was not even a part of 
the budget document now before Senate; and that Senate was still not being asked 
to approve what was the most important aspect of the budget, namely, how the 
academic budget was divided among the Faculties. She also expressed concern over 
the fact that while we were supposed to have a surplus last year and decrease the 
deficit, we had, in fact, increased the University's deficit by almost 2 million 
dollars, and that most of the additions were to non-academic budgets; the fact that 
some of the savings that were supposed to be achieved on the academic budget 
had not been realized; and the fact that while last Spring's report from the Ad Hoc 
Senate Finance Committee had been forwarded to the Board of Governors, it was 
never distributed to Board members. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that the Ad Hoc Senate Finance 
Committee should provide Senate with its considered opinion on the 1996/97 
Operating Budget as quickly as possible for consideration at the next Senate 
meeting, and that the Board of Governors should be informed that Senate as yet 
had not had time to consider it. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SINGER, THAT THE 1996/97 OPERATING BUDGET OUTLINED IN 
DOCUMENT BC-96-5-D1 5 BE REFERRED TO THE AD HOC SENATE 
FINANCE COMMITTEE FOR CONSIDERATION AND REPORT TO 
SENATE AT THE NEXT MEETING. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


In response to a suggestion that the Chair of the Ad Hoc Senate Finance 
Committee be authorized to present the report directly to the Board of 
Governors, the feeling was expressed that Senate should deliberate on the report 
before deciding on an appropriate course of action; that the appropriate objective 
could be achieved by appending the AHSFC report to whatever recommendation 
Senate decided to make to the Board of Governors with respect to the 1996/97 
Operating Budget; that the report should be filtered first through Senate in order 
to ensure that it represented the views of the entire Senate, and to give it more 
weight; and that the matter should be dealt with at the next meeting when the 
report was considered by Senate. A request was also made that as had been the 
case with the Preliminary Provisional Operating Budget for 1996/97, the report of 
the AHSFC be forwarded as well to the Senate Committee on Academic Planning 
and Priorities. 


In response to a question, Dr. Lowy advised that the Board of Governors would 
be informed of the Senate discussion at today's meeting vis-a-vis consideration of 
the 1996/97 Operating Budget by the Ad Hoc Senate Finance Committee, and the 
presentation and consideration of the AHSFC report at the next Senate meeting, 
which report would then be made available to the Board. 


Additional comments were made with respect to the advantages of having a budget 
document in the Fall, and particularly the fact that it provided an opportunity to 
analyse the conditions and hypotheses upon which the original budget was based; 
the usefulness of providing Senate with an analysis rather than simply an 
accounting statement; and the need, in addition to the AHSFC report, for Senate 
to be provided with a document that was broken down by Faculty and included 
explanations of the changes to the preliminary provisional budget document. 


Planning for the 1997/98 Operating Budget 


University-wide planning - "Following a Course Forward" 


96-7-16 In presenting his memorandum (Document US-96-7-D9) which he had been 
mandated by the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities to 
prepare, Dr. Lightstone explained that it represented an attempt to summarize the 


views of SCAPP as to the place of "Following a Course Forward" within the 
existing planning process. 


During initial comments, appreciation was expressed to Dr. Lightstone for what 
was described as "having had the courage to put forward some of his preliminary 
thoughts on paper and exposing them to existing critical minds". Support was also 
voiced for the idea of Senate being able to discuss Document US-96-7-D1O and 
thereby inform subsequent discussions at Faculty Councils, which in turn would 
re-inform the Senate discussion. With respect to the document itself, concerns 
were expressed that it contained a number of assumptions that should be debated 
at Senate, some of which, it was argued, had been precluded from discussion, e.g., 
that "a priori” the University consisted of four Faculties and a School of Graduate 
Studies, that Concordia was primarily a research and graduate studies institution 
rather than being predominantly an undergraduate teaching institution with a 
graduate and research component, and the lack of consideration of possible units 
at Concordia, i.e., programmes, departments and Faculties, that should be 
cooperating more or even merging with comparable units at other universities. In 
addition it was argued that the document had been written in the context of a time 
that was different than the current situation, i.e., it assumed a constant cut of 10 
to 12 million dollars, when in fact the cut was now of a magnitude of 16 million 
dollars, that there would be faculty replacements, etc., etc.; that the valuative 
judgements with respect to departments and programmes, faculty complement 
numbers, etc., reflected an attitude of micro-management that the University could 
not afford at this moment, and also prejudiced the opportunity for a fair, collegial 
and bottom-up evaluation process; and the legitimacy of discussing collective 
agreement issues at Senate. 


With respect to the reference to "micro-management", the feeling was expressed 
that while there might be some accessive details provided, these were exceptional 
times that called for exceptional measures, and that presumably the intention was 
to force members to come to grips with the problem and attempt to come up with 
a conclusion. Concern was also expressed with respect to reference to Concordia 
primarily being an undergraduate teaching institution and the possible 
down-playing of the importance of research, etc. In addition, it was argued that in 
terms of planning assumptions, a strong emphasis should be placed on future job 
prospects for Concordia's graduates, i.e., student demand should be determined 
through market surveys, etc. 


In continuing discussion, it was argued that Concordia was a university that 
consisted of the two components of teaching and research; that the cyclical nature 
of the job-market had to be taken into account_vis-a-vis future student prospects; 
that keeping in mind that there was a trust that had to be respected, particularly in 
terms of junior faculty members, we should not rush into any decision with 


respect to identifying the heart and soul of the University in the year 2000; that 
the context of Document US-96-7-D1O was a university with a very unusual 
Faculty structure and one that implied a certain kind of academic debate about the 
future of Concordia, i.e., professional versus general education, the traditional role 
of Arts and Science versus professional training, that it was important to project 
into the future the part of the potential educational market that Concordia would 
want to attract in the year 2000, and that the role of the various Faculties and their 
percentage of the budget, etc., would all follow from that academic decision; that 
there was an urgent need, in terms of short-term planning, for financial parameters 
for 1997/98 to be made available; that given the present context of the dramatic 
re-engineering going on in society, everything should be on the table for 
discussion, including the possible reconfiguration of the academic structure of the 
University; and that internal and external "bench-marks" should be examined vis-a- 
vis determining the relative position and standing of Concordia's programmes, 
departments and units. 


Other issues that were raised included concerns with respect to the relationship 
between Document US US-96-7-DI1O and the general budgetary situation facing 
Concordia, whether it appropriately positioned Concordia in the Montreal, 
Quebec and Canadian context particularly with respect to potential students, and 
whether consideration should be given to the existing Faculty structure including 
the possibility of defining a Faculty on the basis of value judgements or as a unit 
capable of paying its own way; the fact that the Document was presented as an 
exemplary model that defined and constrained its parameters; the urgency denoted 
by the specified timeframe, and which, it was felt, might result in some excellent 
solutions being overlooked; that Document US-96-7-D9 might not represent 
completely the views of the members of SCAPP vis-a-vis "Following a Course 
Forward"; the need to determine what Concordia did that was better than other 
institutions, i.e., what it was that attracted students to Concordia; the need to 
analyse the comparative strengths of Quebec universities; the fact that while 
Document US-96-7-DI1O was a planning document that did not outline a plan, it 
inevitably directed the institution towards action and implementation; the fact that 
on the hand there was deliberation, discussion and a policy document,-and on the 
other hand there was action, and also the danger that a planning structure was 
being established whereby an absolute prerogative vis-a-vis decision-making with 
respect to the future of Concordia University was being placed in the hands of one 
or two individuals; what was described as a process of consideration of a 
document that appeared to preclude the possibility of being able to vote; the need 
to take a decision sooner rather than later on the future of the University; the need 
to undertake research that would demonstrate the viability of each of the Faculties 
and the consequences, particularly with respect to the budget, of one or more 
disappearing or being folded into one another ; the perception in the Document 
that graduate studies and research was "wagging the much larger tail" of 


undergraduate studies; and the absence of any reference in the Document towards 
honoring, supporting and demonstrating required changes with respect to the role 
of teaching at Concordia, and which, it was suggested, was what made this 
institution unique. 


In other comments, support was voiced for the consultative aspect of the process 
and the focus and specificity of the Document, which, it was felt, fostered action 
and decision-making; and the reference to Concordia as a comprehensive 
University which implied graduate and undergraduate programmes and teaching 
and research, and which, it was suggested, informed and enriched each other. It 
was also explained that Document U8-96-7-D1O was the outcome of the Senate 
mandate vis-a-vis long-range planning and budgeting processes; that SCAPP last 
Spring had mandated the then Vice-Rector, Academic, to begin to consolidate a 
number of documents that had resulted from a profound grass-roots consultative 
process; and that the related procedures viewed Document US-96-7-DIO at this 
time as a "snap-shot" with a relatively short shelf-life and which was intended to 
be one of two documents that Senate should be working on at this particular time, 
i.e, one that would lead to next year's planning process, as well as a Senate 
aggregated provisional budget for 1997/98. It was also suggested that Senate 
should begin to define those items that must be discussed at the University level, 
as well as to define much more clearly the long-range planning and budget process 
over the course of the next year. Senate was also reminded that Document 
US-96-7-D10 was basically a summary of the various Faculty planning 
documents; and that it should not be expected to be a blue print for making cuts 
for next year, but rather as a document designed to stimulate debate and make it 
easier for Senate to' focus on issues about which concrete suggestions could be 
made and actions taken. 


In further comments, Dr. Lightstone described the planning process in terms of 
"controlled mirrors reflecting back and forth from the Faculty to the 
University-wide levels, and which process would ultimately result in decisions; 
and that the details contained in Document US-96-7-DI0O resulted in part from the 
fact that the Faculty planning documents were themselves fairly detailed, and that 
in some respects the Document was more detailed in order ensure that in the next 
reflection the degree of resolution and acuity would continue to increase. He also 
advised that the intention was that over the course of the next month the Faculties 
would discuss the Document both generally in terms of what was reflected in it in 
order to reach their own conclusions vis-a-vis further changes in their particular 
Faculty, and specifically in terms of consideration of the Document by the 
Faculty planning processes as an example of the types of propositions that they 
might consider and also as a model of the degree of specificity that was required in 
the next round of planning; and that the results of the planning process, driven by 


consideration and discussion of the Document, would come to SCAPP and then to 
Senate. * 


In other remarks, it was argued that a number of issues that had been raised during 
the discussion deserved to be addressed, including the question of the external 
positioning of the Faculties and where Concordia was being positioned vis-a-vis 
other universities in the Province and in Canada, and what Concordia wanted to be 
in the year 2000; the budget implications vis-a-vis consideration of the framework, 
the mission and the position of Concordia in the year 2000 and beyond; the 
planning process, its implications and the timeframe; and possible review of the 
planning documents produced by each of the Faculties, etc. 


It was also argued that Document US-96-7-DIO should have been received and 
critiqued by SCAPP and which then should have forwarded it to Senate with a 
series of recommendations as to how to proceed; and it was suggested that the 
Document be referred back to SCAPP for a critique, etc. 


In other comments, it was stated that there were two separate planning processes 
involved, i.e., a short-term process and a long-term process; that although they 
were related, the dynamics were not the same; that in the short-term, i.e., by 
December, certain decisions had to be made, and with respect to which various 
suggestions have been put forward; that other suggestions were made with respect 
to the long-run, e.g. changing the structure of the University; that short-run 
suggestions included "bench-marking" vis-a-vis the experiences of other 
institutions for Senate's assessment, consideration of the nature of Concordia in 
the short-term, that is, to be a university that does a variety of things well, i.e., 
teaching and research or "maximizing individuals’ contributions", paying attention 
to our students; etc.; and that unfortunately members of Senate were mixing 
together the short-term and long-term processes with the result that decisions vis- 
a-vis short-term solutions were never reached. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there were a number of things mentioned during the 
discussion that could come to bear in varying degrees at the November 1996 
meeting of Senate, including an expectation that there should be a budgetary report 
looking forward to the coming year; that Document US96-7-DIO be discussed 
elsewhere, 1.e., the Faculty/School level, etc.; a critique of the Document by 
SCAPP; and consideration of the issue of "bench-marking". 


It was also argued that there was an urgent and crucial need for tentative and 
concrete budget figures to be provided to the Faculties and the School of Graduate 
Studies, etc., vis-a-vis the ensuing actions as outlined in the accompanying 
memorandum, Document US-96-7-D9; and that SCAPP should expand its 
mandate with respect to guiding the debate on the issues within the University. 
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Dr. Lightstone agreed that the Faculties had to know, to the degree possible, what 
the financial framework would be for next year; but he cautioned that part of the 
external reality was that anything relating to or dependant upon government 
financing plans could be constantly changing. With respect to the suggestion that 
SCAPP critique Document US-96-7-D10, he advised that that fundamentally was 
a misrepresentation of the planning process previously adopted by the 
University; that SCAPP was not a unit that produced the plans, but rather it 
directed and guided the planning process; and that while SCAPP might be happy 
to do its own critique of the Document, neither that exercise nor "bench-marking" 
should slow down, impede or precede the on-going planning processes within the 
Faculties, or retard their consideration of dealing with the specific issues of 
undergraduate education and deciding on the types of education that we wanted to 
offer and to whom, and the informing effect of those decisions on the patterns of 
University resource allocation, including the placement of faculty, etc. 


Issues re: the Budgetary Planning Process 


It was pointed out that there had been very far-reaching discussions previously at 
Senate on "performance indicators" as noted in the Minutes, but that there had 
been no reaction; and it was suggested that what was now needed was a proposal 
to come forward as to how those "indicators" should or should not be changed. At 
the same time, the feeling was expressed that the debate with respect to 
"performance indicators" had been moved along substantially by the 
accompanying memorandum from the Provost and Vice-Rector, Research, as 
outlined in Document US-96-7-D7, which, it was suggested, situated the issue of 
"indicators" in the budgetary process, i.e., that the primary budgetary factors 
consisted of FTE's, ratios of expenditures to incomes, etc., and that the 
"indicators" played a secondary role vis-a-vis moving resources around the 
University with respect to academic priorities as established by Senate; and that 
the "indicators" would not be used in future to establish the budget of the 
academic sector of the University. 


It was also argued that the main factor in terms of driving planning should be 
consideration of what the University was doing that was excellent and how that 
could be enhanced; that the "indicators" had been an extremely important tool in 
demonstrating the relationship between income and expenses, and also with 
respect to performance evaluation; and that "indicator #5" concerning FTE's was 
extremely important in terms of shifting resources from Faculty to Faculty, i.e., it 
was the only mechanism available for recognizing such budgetary shifts. 


In further comments it was suggested that the Steering Committee should consider 
how to bring the issue of "indicators" back to Senate in a more effective form. The 
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feeling was also expressed that what the Steering Committee wanted was not 
another debate on "indicators" per se, but rather to have a Senate discussion first 
on the question as to how the "performance indicators" related to other 
considerations that drive the budget process. In addition, it was suggested that 
there should be some discussion as to whether Senate wished to have an objective 
evaluation process that would compare the various units and activities of the 
academic sector to the standards set by the Senate-approved "Guidelines". It was 
also argued that the "indicators" had been used in the last 2 years to determine any 
kind of variations in the budget; and that if they were going to be used in that way 
again this year, Senate would have to ensure that those to be used made sense and 
were not based on faulty assumptions. 


Finally, it was suggested that Senate should discuss the basic planning 
assumptions, including the present University structure and configuration, that 
the current collective agreements would be adhered to, that salary cuts would be 
avoided if at all possible, etc.; and various budget scenarios. It was also suggested 
that clarification and justification for the 40 million dollar administration side of 
the budget, and the implications of a 12 to 15 million dollar cut vis-6-vis both the 
administrative and academic budgets, should be provided. 


Guidelines for Offering Existing Courses at the Request of a Body External to the 
University 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SHULMAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE GUIDELINES FOR OFFERING EXISTING 
COURSES AT THE REQUEST OF A BODY EXTERNAL TO THE 
UNIVERSITY AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-96-7-D11 BE 
APPROVED. 


In presenting the proposed Guidelines, Prof. Shulman advised that they were 
being presented not with the intention of solving all of the problems, but rather as 
initial suggestions vis-a-vis a framework of principles under which specific 
proposals might be administered, and thereby avoid possible lengthy discussions 
on particular proposals. 


Issues and concerns were raised and responded to with respect to reference to the 
word "exclusive" and the phrase "where appropriate" in Guideline 5; the 
implication of Guideline 3 with respect to assigning or excluding instructors vis-a- 
vis the courses involved on the, basis of gender, race or religion, etc.; the possible 
time-frame for subsequent amendments to the Guidelines; ensuring that all 
proposals conformed to the "Mission of Concordia University"; ensuring that all 
students involved were qualified to attend Concordia courses; and ensuring that 


the Guidelines would not be used as a back-door method for introducing a new 
specific programme without Senate approval. 


With respect to the latter issue, Dr. O'Brien advised that the Guidelines were 
meant to cover the offering of existing courses; and that in consequence, they 
would not cover the offering of a new programme which was a separate matter and 
would have to follow existing procedures for new programmes. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ANVARI, SECONDED BY 
PROF. BABA, THAT - "PROPOSALS MUST CONFORM TO THE 
MISSION OF CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY" BE ADDED TO THE 
GUIDELINES AS ITEM 6. 


During continuing discussion, the feeling was expressed that Senate appeared to be 
elaborating general guidelines in response to a specific request, and it was 
suggested that the matter should be tabled and referred to the appropriate 
University bodies, e.g., APC, the Registrar's Office, etc., for consideration and 
response to the Steering Committee and back to Senate. It was noted, however, 
that the issue originally stemmed from concerns and questions that had been raised 
by Prof. Shulman as to how to respond to approaches to Concordia by external 
organizations that wanted to give money to the University for courses, etc., and 
the question as to who would have control in such situations; and that that issue 
had been raised prior to the TAV proposal. 


Questions and issues were also raised and responded to with respect to the 
rationale and meaning of the proposed amendment. In addition, concerns were 
raised with respect to the issue of compromising the University's ethical values, 
and the possible need for guidelines to cover conflicts of incommensurable values; 
ensuring that in specific cases there would not be any exclusivity vis-a-vis 
instructors, etc.; the implications in terms of Concordia's identity, its basic 
principles and values, and what the University would support vis-a-vis its 
entrepreneurial future; the danger of instituting overly restrictive guidelines, and 
the possibility of referring the whole issue to APC, etc., and in the meantime 
consider individual proposals on a case-by-case basis without implying precedent; 
the implications of the proposed Guidelines to existing undertakings and 
contractual arrangements and obligations between Concordia and outside 
organizations, cultures, universities, countries, etc.; maintaining the academic 
integrity of the courses involved, their contents and who would be teaching them, 
and student qualifications; and the possibility of establishing a panel or 
sub-committee that would be charged by Senate to decide on specific proposals, 
particularly with respect to "conflict-of -value" issues. 


A call to "put the question" on the amendment was voted on and was carried. 
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THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


The mover and seconder agreed to amend the main motion by changing the last 
sentence in Guideline 5 to read - "Off campus courses are open to all Concordia 
faculty, both fulltime and part-time”. 


The mover and seconder agreed to amend the main motion by including in the 
Guidelines the sentence -"Students in any course must have satisfied the eligibility 
requirements for admission to Concordia University." 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


It was suggested and agreed that the question of the possible establishment of a 
sub-committee to consider conflict of value issues _vis-a-vis specific proposals be 
left with the Steering Committee. 


Proposed Revision to the Membership of SCAPP 


Dr. O'Brien explained the background of the issue concerning the nomination of a 
Chair or Head of a small unit by the Chairs' Caucus for membership on SCAPP. 


It was agreed by Senate that the motion concerning an amendment to the 
membership of SCAPP as proposed in Document US-96-7-D12 be taken from the 
table. 


Prof. Jalilvand presented and explained the alternative amendment that was being 
proposed by the Steering Committee as outlined in Document US-96-7-D15. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER OF THE AMENDMENT PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-7-D12 AGREED TO WITHDRAW THEIR MOTION. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. JALILVAND, SECONDED BY PROF. SINGER, 
THAT THE CLAUSE IN THE MEMBERSHIP OF SCAPP CONCERNING 
THE CHAIR OF AN ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT CONTAINED IN ITEM 
4.1, DOCUMENT US-96-7-D13, BE DELETED AND REPLACED BY'TO 
ENSURE THAT THERE IS REPRESENTATION ON SCAPP BY A CHAIR 
OR FORMER CHAIR, IF THE MEMBERSHIP OF SCAPP BY ELECTION 
DOES NOT INCLUDE EITHER A CHAIR OR A FORMER CHAIR, SUCH A 
REPRESENTATIVE SHALL BE APPOINTED BY SENATE". 
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It was reported that the issue had been discussed at SCAPP; and that the feeling 
was that it was important to have the perspective of an academic Chair in SCAPP 
discussions, but that it was not usually necessary to have a designated spot for 
such an individual in addition to the existing membership because normally there 
was a Chair on SCAPP. At the same time, a concern was expressed with respect 
to the phrase "or former Chair" in the amendment, and which, it was suggested, 
should be deleted. 


It was also pointed out that at the moment there were, in effect, 5 members on 
SCAPP who were not part of the senior administration, i.e., 4 elected faculty 
members and an academic department Chair; and it was argued that given that in 
all likelihood there would already be a Chair on SCAPP, the amendment, in effect, 
would reduce the faculty representation on SCAPP from 5 members to 4. At the 
same time, however, it was argued that the fundamental issue was that the Chairs' 
Caucus was defunct and therefore it should not have a representative on SCAPP; 
and that the question as to whether there should be more faculty members on 
SCAPP was a different issue, which, if it was going to be discussed, should be 
considered within the context of the entire composition of SCAPP. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that the matter should be referred back to the Steering to 
come up with an appropriate amendment and rationale for consideration at the 
next Senate meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. LOWY, SECONDED BY PROF. BYERS, THAT 
THE MOTION BE REFERRED BACK TO THE STEERING COMMITTEE 
FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Notice of Motion Concerning Former Concordia Researchers. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCQUEEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
POOROOSHASB, THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING FORMER 
CONCORDIA RESEARCHERS, AS OUTLINED IN DOCUMENT 
US-967-D14, BE APPROVED. 


In presenting the resolution, Prof. McQueen provided background information and 
the rationale; and he expressed appreciation to Dr. Lowy for the actions that he 
had taken with respect to Dr. Swamy. H e also advised that he, and other 
members of the Mechanical Engineering Department, were concerned that equal 
treatment be accorded to the Drs. Sankar, and that the mater be straightened out; 
but at the same time, in anticipation of possible discussions between the Rector 
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and the Sankars, he intended to have consideration of the motion postponed until 
January 1997. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCQUEEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
POOROOSHASB, THAT CONSIDERATION OF THE MOTION BE 
POSTPONED TO THE JANUARY 1997 SENATE MEETING. 


THE PROCEDURAL MOTION WAS CARRIED. 
Other Business 


Dr. O'Brien explained and provided background information with respect to two 
motions that had been put forward by Mr. Michael Klamph, a former graduate 
student representative, and tabled at the 31 May 1996 Senate meeting. 


Dr. Lowy urged that the two motions be considered by Senate at today's meeting. 
He also requested, and it was agreed, that Mr. Klamph be permitted to explain his 
motions. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. LOWY, SECONDED BY PROF. MCQUEEN, 
THAT THE TWO MOTONS THAT HAD BEEN SPONSORED BY MR. 
KLAMPH BE TAKEN FROM THE TABLE. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


In response to a call for a "Quorum Count", the Secretary confirmed that there 
was a quorum. 


Motion Concerning the Transfer of Credit at the Graduate Level 


Mr. Klamph presented and explained the motion concerning the transfer of credit 
at the graduate level as outlined in Document US-96-4-D13 and the related 
rationale contained in Document US-96-4-D14. He also advised that contrary to 
Senate and Steering Committee directives, the School of Graduate Studies had not 
submitted the motion to the Council nor forwarded it to APC for its 
consideration. In addition, he argued that graduate students were being forced to 
take replacement courses at their own expense, and to delay the beginning of their 
careers because of a'"b" grade policy that was never in writing, never in their 
contract with the University, i.e., the Graduate Calendar and with respect to 
which they had never been consulted; and a policy that until March 1996 had not 
been transparent. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCQUEEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE MOTION CONCERNING THE TRANSFER OF 
CREDIT AT THE GRADUATE LEVEL, AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT 
US-96-4-D13, BE APPROVED. 


During discussion, it was argued that there were problems with having only three 
categories of grades at the graduate level, i.e, "a", "b", and "c" , and particularly 
with respect to the "acceptable standing" category of "b" where distinguishing 
features could not be indicated because of the absence of sub-components of "+" 
and "-" grades. 


In response to previous comments, Senate was advised that the matter had been 
referred to the Council of the School of Graduate Studies which had referred it 
back to the Council Steering Committee; and that in view of the fact that the issue 
had been raised, addressed and approved at the November 1995 Council meeting, 
the Steering Committee had decided that there was no reason to reconsider the 
matter one more time. It was also argued that the GPA of 3:00 had been used 
consistently at the graduate level for many years vis-a-vis transfer credits; that 
"plus" and "minus" grades had been instituted in order to ensure that Concordia's 
students were not disadvantaged vis-a-vis grant competitions, etc., and not to 
lower Concordia's grading standards; and that there were many regulations and 
"rules-of -thumb" that had been adopted by departments, Faculty/School Councils 
and Senate that were not inscribed in the Calendar, but which none-the-less were 
binding; and that while it was incumbent on the students to know what regulations 
pertained to their programmes, and on departments to attempt to ensure that their 
students were informed about existing regulations, simply because some rule did 
not appear in the Calendar did not mean that it was not a regulation. 


In continuing discussion, it was argued that there had been no overwhelming 
reason demonstrated for Senate to open a debate at this time on an issue that had 
been previously decided by the Council, and that the required "B" average with 
respect to transfer credits should be maintained. It was further argued that there 
were really two issues involved, 1.e., one with respect to a student maintaining 
"good standing" in a programme and where the GPA may slip below 3:00, and the 
other concerning the acceptance of an external student into a Concordia 
programme; that the same standards did not necessarily hold with respect to the 
two cases; and that to lower the acceptable GPA of 3:00, i.e., "B", would be 
counterproductive vis-a-vis all of the efforts that had been put towards raising the 
standards at Concordia University. 


In his closing remarks, Mr. Klamp emphasized the importance of, and what he 
referred to in this case as the absence of "transparency" with respect to the 
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regulation; and the inequity in raising standards without consultation with those 
who were affected, i.e., the students. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED. 


Motion Concerning A Revision to the Composition of Senate 


Mr. Klamp presented and explained the motion’ concerning the proposed revision 
to the composition of Senate to add three alumni representatives, as outlined in 
Document US-96-6-D17, and the related rationale. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. JANSSEN, SECONDED BY PROF. LARIN, THAT 
SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS THAT ARTICLE 39, SECTION XII OF THE CONCORDIA 
UNIVERSITY BY-LAWS BE AMENDED TO INCLUDE THREE ALUMNI 
REPRESENTATIVES AS REGULAR VOTING MEMBERS OF SENATE. 


During discussion, it was argued that while it was recognized that the alumni were 
extremely important to the University, the Senate was not the most appropriate 
place in which to allow for alumni contribution; that there were three alumni 
representatives on the Board of Governors, in addition to other members who also 
happened to be alumni; and that while they had a very important role to play in 
terms of the future of Concordia, that role could best be accomplished at the level 
of the Board of Governors. Concern was also raised with respect to the question 
of creating a discrepancy in the current Senate voting balance. In addition, it was 
argued that structurally Senate consisted of people from within the University 
who represented different internal groups or segments; that there were no external 
people on Senate, but rather such individuals sit on the Board of Governors which 
was the appropriate place for representatives from outside bodies, etc.; and that 
Senate membership should continue to be restricted to people from within the 
University. 


A CALL TO PUT THE QUESTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED 

Dr. O'Brien expressed appreciation on behalf of Senate to Mr. Klamph for having 
come back as a non-Senator to fulfill a responsibility that he was not strictly 


required to undertake; and to recognize his interest and concern in being willing to 
come before Senate. 


Other Business 
96-7-24 Prof. Shulman gave a "Notice of Motion" concerning reconsideration of the 


existence of the School of Graduate Studies, and the postponement of 
appointment of a Vice-Rector, Services. 


Next Meeting 


96-7-25 Dr. O'Brien announced that the next Senate meeting was scheduled to be held on 
Friday, 1 November 1996, the time to be determined by the Steering Committee. 


Adjournment 


96-7-26 The meeting was adjourned at 5:50 p.m., on a motion by Dean Taddeo, seconded 
by Mr. Nearing. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


